


MEMORANDUM .July 17 1997

SUBJECT- . ‘“k=Rev1ew of - selectlons of: CWSs for acetochlor

sampling ‘and andlysis : by : the Acetochlor
: Reglstratlon Partnershlp (D218244)

TO: - ‘ : Don Stubbs '
S . g Reglstratlon DlVlSlOn.

FROM: = o Henry Nelson, Ph D., Chemlst 76/'/\‘Lé24w\__
, o .~ Risk Assessment Branch IIT.
~Env1ronmenta1 Fate and Effects D1v1s1on/OPP

TR g 15 e L0 *Dan:—Rseder, —Chlef / 7/4 Rt s
: T " ‘Risk Assessment Branch III
Env1ronmental Fate and Effects D1v1s1on

'Introductionz IR ;*7A ~ﬂf' S

As one of the condltlons }of ,reglstratlon, ‘the Acetochlor
Registration Partnership (ARP) agreed to monitor a number of

surface water source Communlty'Water Supplies (CWSs) for acetochlor

for several years. This is a review of the methodology the ARP

employed in selectlng CWSs for Jnclu31on in the. surface water
monltorlng program : .

CHWS Selectlon Methodologx

A stratlfled random sampllng methodology was used to select CWSs :
for sampling and analys1s The ARP developed 60 strata representing .
12 states (IL, -IN, IA,  MN, NE, KS, WI, OH, MO, PA; MD, and DE) X 5
types of waterbodles/watersheds (Great Lakes; Contlnental Rivers;
Msmall watersheds w1th 5 -10%. 11- 20 ,and >20% corn- 1ntens1ty)

: Corn 1ntens1ty was: deflned by the authors as the of the tota1~
~ area in the watershed planted to corn.’ It was estlmated using GIS‘,
*methods and was used as a, surrogate for~acetochlor usage.,-

o < All surface water source CWSs 1dent1f1ed in the 12 states ‘that were
"~ also willing to cooperdte and fit into any of the '60.strata were
identified and placed..into" the: applicable .stratum ‘as: possible .
candidates for selection. Of the 1042 surface water CWSs identified
"across the 12 states, o nly 306 - were possible candidates that were

both w1111ng to- cooperate and fit 1nto one of the- 60 strata.

To ensure that a greater number of selected CWSs ‘had potentlally'
higher than 1ower acetochlor concentrations, . the ARP decided to
select a higher percentage of CWSs from waterbodlestatersheds
representing potentially higher overall acetochlor concentrations
than from those potentially representing lower overall acetochlor
concentrations. Consequently, the ARP decided to randomly select:
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(1) '100% - of 76 candidate CWSs é.ﬁé'CWSs'aCross the 12 state strata

representlng small,watersheds w1th > 20* corn 1ntens1ty

1

(2) 66% of 47 candldate CWSs = 31 CWSs across ‘the 12 state ‘strata
representlng small watersheds w1th 10 20 corn 1ntens1ty -

'1

(3) 4Qs of - 87 candldate CWSs = 43 CWSs across the 12 state strata
representlng small watersheds w1th 5- 10 corn 1ntens1ty '

(4) 43° of 40" candldate CWSs 17 CWSs from the 12 state,strata‘:;

representlng cont1nenta1 rlvers.

. (5)714%. of 56. r-‘
" Great. Lakes. ;

(,, RSP J‘

o

1lﬁa&E&SW@$ﬁ“ 3ﬂGW83rfsem strata representlng the -

The selectlon process resulted in the stratlfled random selectlon |
- of 175. CWSs of. 305 candidate CWSs over 12 states for. the surface

water monltorlng program,i_,uw
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 General Characterlstlcs of the‘CWSS‘Se ected ’[f’ _ ,"ﬁ'_»_ >

The dlstrlbutlon of the 175 'CWSs selected for .the surface water
monitoring . program- with 'respect to state and type of
waterbody/watershed is provided in Table 1 (Table 1 of the study
- report).. Each of the 60 strata representing 12 states X 5 types of

waterbodles/watersheds is represented.by a box in Table 1. 'The .20
empty boxes  represent 'strata for which no candidate CWSs were
available for selection.. In the boxes representing the other .40
strata, . the top.number is equal to the total number of surface-
water source CWS candidates. in. the stratum, ‘the middle number is
equal to the numbeér of’ CWSs randomly selected from the stratum, and
" the  lower number:is equal to the percentage of total CWSs in. the

stratum that were selected

The 175 CWSs selected for the monltorlng program represented ,
175/306 = 57% of the '306 candldate CWSs residing.in the 40.of 60 -
strata hav1ng at least one CWS. At~ least one CWS was selected from o

, each of those 40 strata.twb_”

§

Of the 175 CWSs selected'_the follow1n f' '

T Mg

ercentages represented the -

(1) 76/175 : 43 4% represented dralnage from small watersheds w1th

> 20° ‘corn 1ntens1ty

(2) 31/175 = 17 7° represented dralnage from small watersheds w1th

10-20% corn 1ntens1ty

i
!

(3)“43/175 = 24.6% represented dralnage from small watersheds with -

5-10% corn 1ntens1ty
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(4) 17/175. = 9.7% represented “intake froul contlnental rrvers

(Missouri, M1s51381pp1,_and Ohio Rlvers)

(5)58/175,='4a6° represented 1ntake from the Great Lakes

' Of the 175 CWSS §elected;7thejfoilowingipercentages representedfthe -

12 states:

24% represented IL .

(1) 42/175 = 24 , -
(2) 22/175 = 12.6% represented IN ’
(3) 16/175 = 9.1%" represented ia
(4) 97175 = 5.1% represented KS - ‘
(5)74/175 = 2.3% represenﬁe01MN1mp~f%f@s e
(6) 4/175 =.2.3% represented NE. '
(7) 6/175 = 3.4% represented WI ~
_(8) 30/175 = 17.1% represented OH . -
(9) 25/175 = 14.3% represented MO

(10)-10/175 = §5.7% represented PA
(11) 5/175 = ‘;9% represented. MD
(12) 2/175 - ~19'represented DE.

The maximum, mlnlmum, mean, and median watershed acres, populatlon
-served and corn densities’ averall and for the ‘5 types of °

waterbodies/watersheds are provided in Table 2 (Table 2 of the
study report) ‘The CWSs selected represent a wide range of.
watershed size (83 to 4.4 X 10% acres), populatlon served (167 to
5,1 X 10‘), and corn’ 1nten31t1es 0.0% to 44.4%)

.~ The geographlc dlstrlbutlon of the: CWSs selected ‘the boundarles of

“the watersheds from which - they receive water, -‘and. the . 'corn

intensities within the 12. states considered are graphlcally

provided in Figures 1, 2, and 3 (Flgures 3, 2, and 1, respectlvely,
of the study report T . , C vL

.Figure 4 (Flgure 4 of the study report) shows w1th1n each of the 5.

- waterboby/watershed classes, ' the number of CWSs serving various

population ranges.  Figure 5 (Figure 5 of the study report) ' shows .

within each of the 5 waterboby/watershed classes, :the number. of
CWSs draining varioLs.watershed area ranges. Flgurew6 (Flgure 6 of

classes, the total -number of CWSs within the class, the number of
. CWSs w1th reserv01rs and the nunber of CWSs w1th GAC treatment.

All ‘of the 175 CWSs selected for the surface Water umnltorlng

- the. study report) shows: for .each. of thé 5 waterbody/watershed ‘

program reportedly employ conventional treatment. (coagulation, - =

“flocculation, sedimeritation, filtration) to remove . suspended
sediments - and other suspended solids from the water, supply. In
‘addition, 111 CWSs: (111/175 = 63.4%) use powdered activated. carbon
(PAC) and 21 CWSs (21/175 = 12%) use granular activated carbon

(BAC) in place of or in addition to PAC: to reduce dissolved:
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“aorganlcs in’ the1r water supplles. Flgure 6 (Figure 6 of the study
report) shows for each of the 5 waterbody/watershed classes, the

 total number of CWSs within the class; the number of CWSs w1th
*reserv01rs and the number of CWSs with GAC treatment.

B nd1v1dua1 Character;stlcs of Selecged CWSs
Varlous 1ndiv1dual characterlstlcs of the 175 CWSs selected for the"
surface water monitoring program are listed in Table 3 (Appendix A
of the study report). The characterlstlcs include the system name’
V]and address,  the populatlon served, tlie area and corn 1ntens1ty of
. the! Watershed from whlch they recelve thelr Water, whether or not

:“they use granular GAC) and/or powder arAcJ acr%vateo carbon ahd‘
1ﬁ32~the state and. type of waterbody/watershed they represent. '

s,COnclusrons.y -
3;1) The maln problem.w1th the selection methodology used is that it .
“resulted” in an -apparently much higher percentage of -'the 306
" ‘candidate as- well as ‘175 selected CWSs with powdered and/or

granular activated. carbon treatment than in the overall population
. of 1042 surface water source CWSs ‘within the 12 states from whlch
" gelections were made. ‘ :

2) The high percentage of candidate and subsequently selected CWSs
with PAC and/or GAC treatment may be due to CWSs with no PAC/GAC
_ treatment - being.’ more _reluctant to cooperate in a voluntary ‘
. . monitoring program- than CWSs with such . treatment processes in
-+ .place. CWSs unwilling to. cooperate were of course not 1nc1uded 1n .
*_‘the pool of- candldate CWSs. ' :

~.3) Although the ARP could not 1nc1ude CWSs unw1lllng to cooperate
in the pool .of candidate CWSs, the ARP could and should have
increased the number -of selected CWSs w:Lth ‘no- PAC and/or GAC
;treatment in place by N :

(a) doubllng the number of strata by dlfferentlatlng between,f'
systems w1th and w1thout PAC and/or GAC treatment.;*~ Co :
(b)) selectlng a 1arger percentage of CWSs (maybe even 100°)
from: strata containing _candidate . CWSs: with no PAC/GAC.
“treatment in place than from correspondlng strata contalnlngi_
‘candidate CWSs w1th such® treatment 1n place

4) A comparlson of- acetochlor concentratlons in’ raw and f1n1shed
water for CWSs using PAC/GAC treatment as reported in the first
~annual report indicate that such treatment can reduce acetochlor’
concentratlons several fold in some cases. - ‘ o

5) Although acetochlor is reglstered for use on corn in 42 states,
CWSs were selected for nwnltorlng from only 12 of the states.
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"71v not .

Although the select;Lon of the 12 states was: presumably based on .-
' corn acreage .and/or  corn intensity, 1little information or

justification was provided in the document. Although the rat:.onale g
for selecting the highest corn producing states such as IL -and IA
is clear, the rationale for selecting some of the other states over

states w:Lth comparable corn acreage is not.

. e) The rationale for the ARP dec1d1ng to select a h:Lgher percentage '
of CWSs from waterbodies /watersheds representing potentlally higher :
" overall = acetochlor concentrations: than :from those potent:.ally_." )

representing lower overall acetochldr concentrations 'is clear.}
However, the selectlon of the spec:.f:Lc percentages in each case is

Fﬁ'(-f}xﬂﬂ

| ._"7) The CWS selection procedure generally resulted in a hlgher

number of CWSs being selected from the Waterbodles/watersheds with
potentially higher acetochlor concentrations. However, 43 CWSs were

‘selected -for small wate}:sheds with 5-10% corn intensity compared to .
‘only 31 CWSs for small watersheds with a hlgher corn 1ntens1ty of

11-20%.

Recommendations

A1) Includlng some CWSs 1n the monltorlng program with PAC and/or

GAC treatment in place is fine. However, we believe that the
percentage of selected CWSs with such treatment in place is

- substantially greater than surface water source CWSs in general. In

- addition, such treatment . processes are apparently capable of -

. reducing- acetochlor concentrations several fold in some cases..
~ Comsequently, we believe that in future monitoring, some.CWSs that . -
. have.PAC and/or GAC treatment in place and for which to date there
~are mostly or -all non-detects for acetochlor be replaced to the

extent poss1ble by CWSs hav:Lng no PAC and/or GAC treatment dAn - -

fWe are not recommendlng that the total number of . CWSs belng o
'monltored be increased. Rather, we are recommend;l.ng that some-.of

the CWSs with PAC. and/or GAC treatment in place that are. currently

k,‘_belng monitored ‘and appear ‘to be. of little or no con¢ern ‘with

respect to acetochlor be replaced in Future:monitoring by CWSs with :
no PAC: and/or GAC treatment :Ln place See. conclusn.ons #1 #4 above.

"2) Some addltlonal ratlonale should be prov1ded for state ‘selection

(see conclusion #5 above)
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Page is not included in this copy.

Pages ‘\Q through E}S& are not included in this copy.

The material not included contains the following type of
information:

Identity of product inert ingredients.
Identity of product inert impurities.
Description of the product manufacturing process.
Description of quality control procedures.
Identity of the source of product ingredients.

; Sales or other commercial/financial information.
A draft product label.
The product confidential statement of formula.
Information about a pending registration action.

V/ FIFRA registration data.
The document is a duplicate of page(s) .

The document is not responsive to the request.

The information not included is generally considered confidential
by product registrants. If you have any questions, please
contact the individual who prepared the response to your request.




